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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The severe economic condition of the State of California has brought about fee
increases and course reductions in community colleges. Students have become the
first victims of these policies. Anxiety over falling enrollment has been spreading
rapidly in the Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD). The Office of
Research and Planning has analyzed recent enrollment trends, and is presenting major
findings in this report. Decision-makers should use these hard data to establish
effective policies.

. The Spring 1993 first census enrollment dropped significantly (-8,909 or -8%)
from the previous Spring. Declines in both new students (-4,166, or -18%) and BA
recipients (-4,475, or -51%) are the two primary contributors to the overall enrollment
loss. Between 1991-92 and 1992-93, LACCD lost approximately 10,000 new students
and over 5,000 BA recipients.

. The LACCD student body may continue to shrink. Three quarters of the 706
LACCD students who participated in the State Chancellor's Office Fee Impact Survey in
Spring 1993 indicated that they have experienced problems in finding open classes
and paying college fees. One third may not continue to enroll in community colleges if
fees are increased to $20 per unit for regular students and $85 for BA recipients. Over
half of them would not be able to continue if fees were increased to $30 and $110 .

. The District has been effectively recruiting minority students. Representations
of major ethnic minority groups in the LACCD either match or exceed their proportions
in the local population.

. Proportionally more students enrolled for career reasons than before, a jump
from 21% in Fall 1990 to 31% in Spring 1993. Students are more certain about their
educational goals, and slightly less interested in receiving a 2-year vocational
education degree or certificate.

. The trend in the transfer goal slows that the expected increase in redirected
enrollment has not occurred. The proportion of students enrolled for transfer reasons
marginally declined over the last three years. (Redirected students are defined as
those who would have enrolled in 4-year institutions, but chose to attend community
colleges for the first two years for various reasons including the low cost.)
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. Data regarding the economic condition of LACCD BA recipients indicate that
4% of them were receiving public assistance and 18% were unemployed. Many of
those who were working were holding low paying jobs.

In conclusion, fee increases and course reductions have already begun to block
access to higher education in Los Angeles. The enrollment reduction in LACCD may
be translated approximately into a loss of $3.1 million in state reimbursement and $1.4
million in fees . The Governor and the Legislators have together bumped community
college fees from $10 to $13 per unit; charges to BA recipients in 1993-94 will remain
at $50 per unit. While the State is experiencing a prolonged economic recession,
another dark era in the history of the Los Angeles Community College District is about
to begin.

With a vacuum in the California higher education policy-making at the State
level, leaders in LACCD must come up with strategies to break the following destructive
cycle:

Enrollment Decrease > Shrinking Revenue > Higher Fees and
Further Course Reductions > Another Enrollment Decrease ...

2



INTRODUCTION

One of the strategies adopted by the California legislative to deal with the
State's fiscal crisis has been to raise college fees. The fee increase for community
colleges was passed in August 1992. Beginning in January 1993, regular community
college students have been charged $10 per semester unit. A differential enrollment
fee of $50 per semester unit is charged to baccalaureate degree holders enrolling in
community colleges. / Moreover, the maximum cap on annual fees was removed.
With this policy change, the annual fee for regular community college students could
reach $300, and $1,500 for BA recipients. This is a huge fee hike, when compared to
no fee charged to community college students merely ten years ago, or the maximum of
$100 as recently as 1991.

in addition to this statewide fee increase, the fiscal downturn has also led to
course reductions in LACCD starting last year. The resulting decline in enrollment has
caused alarm and concern throughout the District. Therefore, as soon as the Spring
1993 first census enrollment was finalized, the Office of Research and Planning
analyzed the data and is presenting major findings in this report.

FINDINGS

RECENT ENROLLMENT TRENDS

Table 1 presents the districtwide enrollment by selected student characteristic
for Fall 1991, Spring 1992, Fall 1992, and Spring 1993. Selected student
characteristics include ethnicity, entering status, and hour load. Figures for BA
recipients are also displayed in Table 1. Analyzing changes in number and in
percentage of the overall enrollment and enrollment in each subgroups, four major
findings emerged.

first, the Spring,- 1991 first census enrollment dropped sig9nScantly from the previous
.5;oring, and the district student body may continue to shithl. The overall Spring
enrollment is down 8,909 or 8% from the comparable time a year ago. This steep drop
occurred after a small enrollment decrease (-2,023, or -2%) between Fall 1991 and
Fall 1992.

Even worse, our student body may continue to shrink. In Spring 1993, the
State Chancellor's Office Fee Impact Survey was administered to 706 LACCD students.

'These students are referred as BA recipients in this report.
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Three out of four of those surveyed reported that they had problems in finding open
classes and paying college fees. One in three believed that they would not be able to
enroll in community colleges if fees were increased to $20 per unit for regular students
and $85 for BA recipients. Over half may not continue if fees were increased to $30
per unit for regular students and $110 for BA recipients.

Moreover, the Spring 1993 first census WSCH decreased by 63,668 or 6% from
the previous Spring. With a minor decline (-7,810 or -0.7%) between the two fall
semesters, the 1992-93 annual WSCH could be only 95% of last year's.

Second, the overall enrollment decrease could he attributed mainly to the declines in
both BA recOents 8116- new students.2

BA recipients. In Spring 1993, LACCD enrolled 4,475 fewer BA recipients than in
the previous Spring, a decrease of 51%. This decline may be attributed mainly to the
differential fee. With an earlier slight decline (-613, or -7%) between Fall 1991 and Fall
1992, the District has lost more than 5,000 BA recipients in two years.

Compared with the number of BA recipients in Fall 1992, the Spring 1993 figure
was off 48%. This decline is even steeper than the 40% drop which happened between
Fall and Winter quarters at Chaffey College in Rancho Cucamonga (Chaffey College,
Will the Bachelor's Be Back Once They've Seen the Fee? March 4, 1993).

New Students. Up to Fall 1990, new students were on average 1/3 of the fall
student population. g Since then, their representation has fallen continuously. In Fall
1991, new students comprised 31.1% of the student body, dropping to 28.7% in Fall
1992 (Table 1). This group was down 4,357 between Fall 1991 and Fall 1992, and
down another 4,166, between the two springs. As a result, LACCD has experienced a
total decline in new students approaching 10,000 over a two-year period.

Third, a hiker proportion of stu.4ents than he/ore are taking heavier hour loads. The
percentage of those who take less than 6 hours decreased from 20.3% in Spring 1992
to 18% in Spring 1993. The percentage of students taking between 6 and 11.5 hours
remained constant, while the percentage of 12 hours or more increased from 34.6% to

37.1%. This explains why the WSCH drop is moderate when compared to the

significant headcount enrollment decline.

2New students include students attending college for the first-time and students newly transferred
from another college.

3Please see Table 11, LACCD Annual Information Diciest, published by the Office of Research
and Planning.

4BA recipients constitute approximately 10% of the new student population in Fall. Therefore,
there is a slight overlap between the loss of BA recipients and the new students.

4
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However, closer examination of the variations reveals that there was no
numerical increase in the group of 12 Hours or More, but a decrease in the group of
Less than 6 Hours. One possible interpretation of this phenomenon is that the fee
increase has discouraged some of these "casual" students, mainly BA recipients, from
enrolling in LACCD. 5

/Molly the data suggests that student ethnic composition is not 4,67thiCanlly affected
hy the fee hike or the course reductions As shown in Table 1, between Fall 1991 and
Spring 1993 the proportion of black students varied marginally. Percentages of both
Hispanics and Asians increased, while the proportion of whites decreased. These
changes closely follow the overall LACCD recent enrollment trends of four major ethnic
groups (Chart 1): over the seven year period, black representation remained constant,
Hispanic increased significantly, Asian grew moderately, while white dropped.
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that neither the fee increase nor the course
reductions had a major impact on our student ethnic composition.

The high school graduates of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)
have been the main source of our students. Therefore, to further investigate possible
causes of changes in our student ethnic composition, the ethnicity of recent LAUSD
graduates has been studied. Chart 2 presents a four-year trend of the ethnic
composition of LAUSD high school graduates.6 The steadily growing and higher
Hispanic representation and the declining and lower white representation explain the
similar enrollment pattern occurring in the LACCD student body. On the other hand,
representation variations in black and Asian LAUSD high school graduates seemed not
to affect the student composition of our District. This may suggest that LACCD has
been successful in recruiting minority students, especially blacks and Asians.

EDUCATIONAL GOALS

At registration time each semester, all new and returning students 7 are
instructed to fill out an Application for Admission Form. Item 22 on the form asks
students to identify one main educational goal from the 13 choices (Table 2).

5In previous years, over 70% of BA recipients enrolled for fewer than 6 units, while only 40% of
other students did so.

6 Source: 1988 data, LAUSD, Program Evaluation and Assessment Branch, Plans of the 1988
Graduates. Los Angeles Unified School District, Publication No. 539. December 1989. 1989-1991 data,
Los Angeles County Office of Education, Communications Department.

7Formerly enrolled students returning to the college after an absence of more than one
semester, excluding Summer.

5
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CHART 1. LACCD ENROLLMENT BY ETHNICITY, FALL 1985
FALL 1992
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TABLE 2

WHAT IS YOUR MAIN EDUCATIONAL GOAL?
(Please cheek only one.)

1. Prepare for a new career (acquire new job skills)
2. Advance in current job/career (update job skills)
3. Discover/develop career interests, plans and goals
4. Obtain a two-year vocational degree without transfer
5. Obtain a two-year Associate degree without transfer
6. Obtain a vocational certificate without transfer
7. Obtain a Bachelor's degree after completing an Associate's degree
8. Obtain a Bachelor's degree without completing an Associate's degree
9. Maintain certificate or license (e.g., Nursing, Real Estate)

10. Improve basic skills in English, Reading or Math
11. Complete credit for high school diploma or GED
12. Personal development (intellectual, cultural)
13. Undecided on goal

TABLE 3. LACCD Student Educational Goals: A Three-Year Trend

Ed Goal Fall 90 Spring 91 Fall 91 Spring 92 Fall 92

Career, no Degree 20.8% 23.7% 27.2% 28.8% 29.9%

Degree Only 11.5% 10.3% 8.9% 8.7% 8.3%

Voc Ed 7.0% 6.0% 4.8% 4.5% 4.1%

General Ed 4.5% 4.3% 4.1% 4.2% 4.2%

Transfer 28.2% 27.5% 25.5% 26.1% 25.9%

with Degree 19.9% 19.5% 18.4% 18.7% 19.0%

without Degree 8.3% 8.0% 7.1% 7.4% 6.9%

Other 5.8% 8.0% 9.0% 9.9% 9.6%

Undecided/Unknown 33.7% 30.5% 29.4% 26.5% 26.3%

Source: Matriculation Evaluation Data System (MEDS) data base.
LACCD Office of Research and Planning 5/5/93

5.2 '5

Sprifig 93

% Points
Change

Fa1190/Spring93

31.0% 10.2

8.4% -3.1

4.0% -3.0
4.4% -0.1

26.5% -1.7
19.5% -0.4

7.0% -1.3

9.2% 3.4

24.9% -8.8



Since the fee increase may affect students' reasons for attending college, the
trend of students' educational goals has also been studied. The assumption is:
Students may enroll for more practical reasons than before.

In this study, the 13 choices are aggregated into five major groups: Career, 2-
Year Degree, Transfer, Other, and Undecided/Unknown (Table 3). Career-No Degree
contains items 1, 2 , 3, and 9 on the original application form. 2-Year Degree includes
items 4, 5, and 6. Transfer was composed of items 7, 8, and 9. Other was made from
item 10, 11, and 12.8 Item 13 and unknowns (no choice was made) was combined into
the Undecided/Unknown.

A six-semester trend of educational goals was analyzed, and presented in Table
3 and Chart 3. Five major findings emerged.

iksi, proportionally more students enrolled for career reasons than before, a jump of
10 percentage points, from 21Z in Fall MO to (Y11; in Spring 1993 The popularity of this
goal grew rapidly between Fall 1990 and Fail 1991, an increase of 6 percentage
points. Since then, the growth becomes moderate and steady. This variation suggests
that the local job market may have more impact on the growth of the Career goal than
either course reductions or the fee increase, since area increase in unemployment had
started before the latter two policies were implemented.

Second the proportion of students seeking a vocation education certificate and /or
degree has declined The proportion of students attending LACCD with a goal to receive
an Associate Degree or Certificate Degree Only declined 3 percentage points
between Fall 1990 and Spring 1993. The proportion of students who chose items 4 or
6 on the Application Form decreased 2 percentage points between Fall 1990 and Fall
1991, then fell by another 1 percentage point between Fall 1991 and Spring 1993.
This movement contrasts with the changing pattern of enrolling for the Career.-No
Degree reason, mentioned above. These two trends suggest that, in percentage, more
students than before are attending LACCD for career reasons, but with no initial
intention to obtain a vocational AA Degree or a certificate.

On the other hand, the percentage of students enrolled for a general education
AA Degree has remained constant over the last three years.

Third, the transfer trend subyesl that the expected redirected enrollment increase has
not yet happened "Redirected students" are defined as those students who could have
attended 4-year institutions but chose to enroll in community colleges for various
reasons, including low cost. Many of them would enjoy the lower college cost for the
first two years, and then transfer to senior universities to receive their baccalaureate
degrees.

sitem 12, Personal development represents 90% of responses in the Other category.
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Fee increases did not only occur at the community college level; tuition and fees
at UC and CSU systems have been increasing drastically in recent years. The
comparatively lower community college costs have led people to believe that the
colleges would experience an enrollment surge in redirected students. However,
transfer data presented in Table 3 does not support this assumption. The proportion of
students seeking to transfer with an AA Degree has been fairly constant, while the
proportion of those enrolling to transfer without an AA Degree has declined marginally
over the last three years.

Fourth, there is a decrease in the Undecided /Unknown proporilon. Students seem to
be more certain than before about their educational goals. The percentage of those
whose goals were undecided or unknown dropped 9 percentage points, from 34% in
Fall 1990 to 25% in Spring 1993.

ikally, the Varlth.on patterns of the Ai& majo- goal categories indicate that students
are now enrolling for more practical reasons than before. However, this change may be
caused by neither fee increases nor course reductions. It may be mainly due to the
local economy, since more changes happened between Fall 1990 and Fall 1991 than
later, when the two policies started to take effect.

COMPARISON OF THE GENERAL STUDENT POPULATION <9 WITH BA
RECIPIENTS

To examine in particular the impact of the differential fee on the enrollment,
some student characteristics were selected and compared between the general student
population and BA recipients. Table 4 displays these data for Fall 1992 and Spring
1993. The comparisons of the student characteristics between the two groups indicate

four major findings.

First, whites and Asians constitute higher proportions of BA recipients than they do of
the general student population. In general, almost every other BA recipient is white, and
one in four BA recipients is Asian. Black or Hispanics together comprise only slightly
over 20% of the BA recipient student population in the LACCD.

These statistics reflect somewhat the clucational attainment of the four major
ethnic adult populations (defined as age 25 jr older) in Los Angeles. As shown in
Table 5, according to the 1990 Census, 37% of the Asian adults in Los Angeles had
attended college 4 or more years. The white proportion ranked second at 26%. Fifteen
percent of black Angeleno adults reported that they had attended college 4 or more
years, while only 6% of Hispanics said so.

9General student population includes BA recipients. The latter group constituted approximately
7.5% of the LACCD student body in previous years, but only 4.2 % in Spring 1993.

7



TABLE 4.
Comparisons of Selected Student Characteristics:

General Student Population vs. BA Recipients

ENROLLMENT

Gender

General Student Population BA Recipients
Fall 1992

114,917

Spring 1993

102,845

Fall 1992

8,274

Spring 1993

4,345

Female 56.2% 55.8% 56.0% 57.0%

Male 43.8% 44.2% 44.0% 43.0%

Ethnicity
Black 17.7% 18.0% 11.0% 11.2%

Hispanic 35.2% 35.4% 11.5% 10.3%

Asian 17.0% 17.1% 26.0% 24.2%

White 28.3% 27.6% 44.3% 46.7%

Entering Status
New 27.8% 18.0% 28.3% 17.6%

Returning 10.2% 7.5% 19.9% 12.7%

Continuing 62.0% 74.5% 51.8% 69.8%

Ed Goal
Career 29.9% 31.0% 47.1% 52.4%

Cert/Degree 8.3% 8.4% 3.8% 5.2%

Transfer 25.9% 26.5% 5.4% 5.4%

Other 9.6% 9.2% 28.2% 23.4%

Und/Unk 26.3% 24.9% 15.5% 13.6%

Citizenship
US Citizen 71.4% 73.2% 80.4% 78.8%

Perm. Resident 18.5% 18.5% 14.4% 14.8%

Other 10.1% 8.3% 5.2% 6.4%

Primary Language
English 54.1% 55.2% 63.0% 64.8%

Non-English 30.5% 31.8% 27.8% 27.3%

Unknown 15.4% 13.0% 9.2% 7.9%

Source: Matriculation Evaluation Data System (MEDS) data base.

LACCD Office of Research and Planning 5/6/93



On the other hand, in the LACCD general student population, Hispanics
constitute the highest percentage (35%), followed by whites (28%), while blacks (18%)
and Asians (17%) lagged behind (Table 4). The 1990 Census reveals the college
student body composition in Los Angeles County as follows: whites 49%, Hispanics
26%, Asians 15%, and blacks 10% (Table 5). The comparison of these two sets of
statistics indicate that proportionally more ethnic minorities from Los Angeles County
were attending LACCD than colleges and universities in general.

Second, proportionally more BA recipients stopped out (as Returning students) than in
the general student population. The gap was narrower in Spring 1993 than in Fall 1992 A
higher proportion of BA recipients than of the general student population had stopped
out for more than one major semester; therefore they were categorized as "Returning
Students." The gap between the two student populations was 9.7 percentage points in
the Fall 1992, then dropped to 5.2 percentage points in Spring 1993.

Proportionally, "Continuing" students in both groups grew between the two
semesters. The increase was 12.5 percentage points for the general student
population, and 18 percentage points for the BA recipients. The higher increase for the
latter group explains the narrowing gap of the "Returning" representations in the two
student groups mentioned above.

The greater share of "casual" stopping out BA recipients than of the general
student population may be due to the fact that they are mostly employed and enrolled
mainly for Career or personal development reasons. Nonetheless, the shrinking local
job market may have forced them to continue taking courses at community colleges.
These possible reasons will be discussed in the following sections.

Third, AR4 recipients enrolled for Career and Other, including Personal development

reasons The general student population enrolled for Career and Transfer puiy)oses. As
indicated in Table 4, one out of two BA recipients enrolled in LACCD for Career
reasons, while another quarter took courses for Other reasons, which included
personal development. One-tenth came to get a certificate, an associate degree, or
eventually another baccalaureate degree (Degree or Transfer reasons). Approximately
15% were uncertain or did not respond to the question.

On the other hand, approximately 30% of the general student population
attended LACCD for career advancement , while 26% opted for transfer. Only around
9% came to get an associate degree or a certificate, while another 9% came for other
reasons. The remaining quarter was uncertain about their educational goals.

Students' educational goals demonstrate why BA recipients tend to be more
casual than the general student population. In general, BA recipients enroll in

8



TABLE 5.
1990 Census, Los Angeles County:

College Enrollment and Adults with 4 or More Years of College Education
by Major Ethnic Group

Person 25 or Older
with 4 o More Years

Enrolled in College College Education
N % N

White 428,167 49% 872,148 68%
Black 86,682 10% 87,830 7%

Asian 129,437 15% 223,554 17%

Hispanic 222,369 26% 98,103 8%

Total 870,925 100% 1,285,217 100%

Source: 1990 Census, Summary Tape File 3.

8 . 1
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community colleges to satisfy career or personal needs. As mentioned above, the
recent downturn of the local job market may have caused many BA recipients to
continue to attend LACCD colleges, without stopping out.

fourth, higher proportions of BA recipients than the general student population are
U. S. citizens When questioned about their citizenship, 80% of BA recipients and 73%
of the general student population claimed to be American citizens. Needless to say, a
larger portion of our general student population than BA recipients are citizens of other
countries. While some of these students are permanent residents of the U.S. (18.5%),
others are not (10%) (Table 4).

fifth, proportionally, English IS more often the primary language for BA recipients
than for the general student population. Statistics about LACCD students' primary
language parallel the citizenship statistics. In other words, U. S. citizens and those
who reported English as the primary language comprised the highest proportion of the
population, followed by representations of permanent residents and of those who
reported languages other than English as the primary language.

However, for both student populations, the proportions of those who claimed to
be American citizens are higher than the proportions of those who reported English as
their primary language. The gap is 20 percentage points (70% vs. 50% for the general
student population; 80% vs. 60% for BA recipients). These statistics suggest that many
LACCD students are either recent immigrants or from immigrant families. Not
surprisingly, one-third of our general student population is Limited-English Proficient
(LEP), according to Title 20 of the United States Code Annotated (U. S. Educ. Code
Section 3283).

FALL 1992 vs. SPRING 1993

Since the fee increase was effected in January of 1993, a popular research
question in the State of California has been: what happened to enrollment before and
after this policy change? and: how has the differential fee impacted BA recipient
enrollment? Analyzing the Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 enrollment data (Table 4), two
major findings about the general student population and another two about BA

recipients emerged.

General student population.

first, the sine of the general student population shrank siknecantly hefireen fall lg98
and Spring 1991 The LACCD student body in general is smaller in Spring than in the
Fall semester; for instance, the Spring 1992 enrollment was 96% of the Fall 1991

enrollment (Table 1). However, the drop is steeper this year. LACCD lost 12,072
students between Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 (Tables 1 and 4). As a result, the current
enrollment is only at 90% of the Fall 1992 enrollment level.
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Second the fee increase had little Impact on the selected student characteristics of
the general student population. As presented in Table 4, changes between Fall 1992 and
Spring 1993 in gender and entering status closely follow the usual Fall-Spring
enrollment pattern (see Table 1 for the Fall 1991 and Spring 1992 pattern). Variations
in ethnicity are similar to the recent trends of the four major ethnic student groups that
were discussed earlier. Other shifts appear to be insignificant.

BA recipients.

slightly more white SA recipients enrolled in Spring than in fall a 21
percentage points increase. Both Hispanic and Asian representations fell marginally: a
1.2 percentage points drop for the former and a 1.8 percentage points decline for the
latter. Black representation maintained constant.

Second, a greater share of BA recipients enrolled for Career 05.t Y percentage points)
and Peo-free (i11 percentage points) reasons in Spring than in Fall. Fewer enrolled for
Other r reasons including personal development (-4.8 percentage points). These
changes suggest that the differential fee may have caused BA recipients to enroll in
LACCD for more practical reasons than before.

ECONOMIC STATUS OF BA RECIPIENTS

The differential fee has also made the economic status of BA recipients a
popular research topic. The most recent data available in the District The Student
Survey administered in Fall 1990 suggests the following three major facts:

First, th fall 1990 of SA recipients were not employed 271 ;roiled part -time,
while only 551 worded (10 hours or more)

Second, many BA recipients were employed in low paying jobs. Survey findings
indicate that 20% of the respondents reported an annual household income under
$12,000. Twenty-four percent reported income between $12,001 and $24,000; and
another 24% reported income between $24,001 and 40,000. Only 32% reported an
annual income more than $40,000, 4 percentage points lower than the 36% reported by
their counterparts in Los Rios Community College District (Los Rios Community
College District, News, November 23, 1992).

Third, IX of BA recipients in ZeCP were receiving public assistance, while only
were in Los Hos (Los Rios Community College District, News, November 23, 1992).



CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

In summary, data suggest that the fee increase along with the course reductions
have impacted a wide range of LACCD students, including new students as well as BA
recipients. These policies have already begun to block access to higher education in
Los Angeles. They have serious implications in two areas: Fiscal and Enrollment.

Fiscal Implication

State Reimbursement. According to the 1992-93 Second Period Apportionment
Attendance Report that was submitted to the State Chancellor's Office by the LACCD
Office of Attendance Accounting on April 30, 1993, the District may have experienced
a decrease of 1,662 in annual FTES between the current and previous fiscal year.
This may translate roughly into a loss of $3.1 million in State reimbursement. 10

Moreover, the State Budget, May Revision (p23) reveals that community
colleges may not receive state reimbursement for educating BA recipients in the future.
This would result a further loss to the District's revenue.

Fee Revenoe. The loss of 4,475 BA recipients (an estimate of 21,000 semester
units)fi between the two Spring semesters may mean a decrease of over $1 million in
District fee revenue. 12 On the other hand, subtracting the 4,475 loss of BA recipients
from the overall decrease of 8,909 students (Table 1) suggests a loss of 4,434 LACCD
students who are not baccalaureate degree holders. Converting this 4,434 student

101n 1992-93, LACCD is receiving $1,871.2 per FTE. Due the severe economic conditions, the
State is only reimbursing the District 55.69% of the $3,359 per FTE that it would reimburse normally.

The $3.1 million state reimbursement is estimated through the following formula:
$1,871.21 ,662. NOTEWORTHY: this statement does NOT indicate that LACCD may lose $3.1 million
in state reimbursement immediately, due to the fact that the current District enrollment is overcapped.

11Approximately 72.5% BA recipients enrolled for fewer than 6 units, 22.5% taking between 6
and 11 units, and 5% taking 12 units or more. In this study, 3 units, 8.5 units, and 12 units were chosen
for the three hour load groups mentioned above as basis for the conversion of headcount into semester
unit!

units.
12The estimate of $1.05 million is generated by applying $50 to the estimated 21,000 semester

11
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headcount into 32,590 semester units "3 means another loss of $325,900 in fee
revenue for the District. 11 In total, the District could have lost as much as $1.4 million
in fee revenue.

Enrollment Implication

With the decline in both new students and BA recipients, LACCD will soon lose
its enrollment foundation. Since enrollment is the basis for the state funding, another
dark era 'a in the history of the Los Angeles Community Colleges will soon arrive.

The "differential fee" has already been described as a policy imposed by the
Legislature based on anecdotal evidence. -18 The Governor and the Legislators have
together bumped fees for regular community college students from $10 to $13 per unit
for 1993-94. Charges for most BA recipients will remain at $50 per unit. /7 With a
vacuum in California higher education policy-making at the State level,18 LACCD is
urgently in need of effective strategies, based on hard data, to break the following
destructive cycle:

Enrollment Decrease > Shrinking Revenue > Higher Fees and Further
Course Reductions > Another Enrollment Decrease >

13Approximately 40% LACCD students without a BA degree take fewer than 6 units, 30% take
between 6 and 11 units, while another. 30% take more than 12 units. Again in this study, 3 units, 8.5
units, and 12 units were chosen as basis for the conversion of headcount into semester units.

"This estimate of $325,900 is arrived by multiplying $10 to the estimated 32,590 semester
units.

15LACCD experienced a severe enrollment drop (-33.3%) between Fall 1981 and Fall 1985. The
size of the student body declined from 137,533 to 91,779.

16 The California Higher Education Policy Center, Public Policy by Anecdote, April, 1993.

17Los Angeles Times, Perils on All Sides Threaten to Derail State's Fiscal Plan, 7/2/1993, A3,
A28.

18 The California Higher Education Policy Center, The California Hither Education Policy
Vacuum, April, 1993.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE 1.1 -TABLE 1.10

ENROLLMENT BY SELECTED STUDENT CHARACTERISTIC
Fall 1991, Spring 1992, Fail 1992, and Spring 1993

LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 2

EDUCATIONAL GOALS BY COLLEGE

A THREE YEAR-TREND
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TABLE 2.

COLLEGE

Educational Goals by College: A Three Year Trend

Ed Goal Fall 90 Spring 91 Fall 91 Spring 92 Fall 92

P 1

Spring 93

District
Career, no Deg 20.8% 23.7% 27.2% 28.8% 29.9% 31.0%

Degree Only 11.5% 10.3% 8.9% 8.7% 8.3% 8.4%

Voc Ed 7.0% 6.0% 4.8% 4.5% 4.1% 4.0%

General 4.5% 4.3% 4.1% 4.2% 4.2% 4.4%

Transfer 28.2% 27.5% 25.5% 26.1% 25.9% 26.5%

w Deg 19.9% 19.5% 18.4% 18.7% 19.0% 19.5%

w/o Deg 8.3% 8.0% 7.1% 7.4% 6.9% 7.0%

Other 5.8% 8.0% 9.0% 9.9% 9.6% 9.2%

Undecided/Unk 33.7% 30.5% 29.4% 26.5% 26.3% 24.9%

City
Career, no Deg 19.6% 21.1% 24.2% 25.8% 26.6% 27.8%

Degree Only 11.9% 11.0% 9.2% 9.0% 8.5% 8.5%

Voc Ed 8.1% 7.1% 5.6% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5%

General 3.8% 3.9% 3.6% 3.8% 3.7% 4.0%

Transfer 31.8% 30.9% 27.1% 27.2% 26.0% 26.5%

w Deg 24.1% 23.0% 20.2% 20.2% 19.8% 20.1%

w/o Deg 7.7% 7.9% 6.9% 7.0% 6.2% 6.4%

Other 5.8% 11.3% 14.3% 15.1% 15.9% 15.4%

Undecided/Unk 30.9% 25.7% 25.2% 22.9% 23.0% 21.8%

East
Career, no Deg 18.1% 20.4% 23.6% 24.9% 25.8% 26.5%

Degree Only 13.2% 11.9% 10.3% 9.9% 9.2% 9.1%

Voc Ed 7.4% 6.2% 5.3% 4.8% 4.5% 4.3%

General 5.8% 5.7% 5.0% 5.1% 4.7% 4.8%

Transfer 33.7% 33.6% 31.8% 32.0% 31.2% 31.7%

w Deg 26.3% 26.6% 24.9% 24.7% 24.4% 24.6%

w/o Deg 7.4% 7.0% 6.9% 7.3% 6.8% 7.1%

Other 5.6% 7.8% 8.3% 8.6% 8.4% 8.0%

Undecided/Unk 29.4% 26.3% 26.0% 24.6% 25.4% 24.7%



COLLEGE Ed Goal Fall 90 Spring 91 Fall 91 Spring 92
P2

Fall 92 Spring 93

Harbor
Career, no Deg 11.3% 9.0% 14.1% 14.8% 21.4% 20.3%

Degree Only 11.0% 9.4% 7.0% 6.9% 7.2% 6.7%

Voc Ed 5.8% 5.0% 3.5% 3.1% 3.0% 2.7%

General 5.2% 4.4% 3.5% 3.8% 4.2% 4.0%

Transfer 26.8% 22.9% 19.3% 20.0% 23.1% 23.5%

w Deg 20.5% 17.5% 14.9% 15.2% 18.0% 18.3%

w/o Deg 6.3% 5.4% 4.4% 4.8% 5.1% 5.2%

Other 3.4% 2.5% 4.3% 4.9% 5.6% 5.3%

Undecided/Unk 47.5% 56.2% 55.3% 53.4% 42.7% 44.2%

Mission
Career, no Deg 20.5% 25.4% 28.2% 30.8% 29.6% 31.2%

Degree Only 9.1% 8.1% 7.8% 6.4% 6.5% 7.1%

Voc Ed 5.8% 4.9% 4.4% 3.1% 3.1% 3.4%

General 3.3% 3.2% 3.4% 3.3% 3.4% 3.7%

Transfer 16.1% 15.8% 16.8% 19.1% 18.3% 19.6%

w Deg 12.1% 11.6% 12.9% 14.0% 13.9% 14.8%

w/o Deg 4.0% 4.2% 3.9% 5.1% 4.4% 4.8%

Other 7.8% 9.8% 9.3% 11.2% 11.3% 10.7%

Undecided/Unk 46.5% 40.9% 37.9% 32.5% 34.3% 31.4%

Pierce
Career, no Deg 15.9% 18.4% 23.1% 24.5% 25.1% 25.4%

Degree Only 10.1% 9.2% 7.6% 7.3% 6.1% 6.4%

Voc Ed 6.1% 5.3% 4.0% 3.6% 2.7% 2.7%

General 4.0% 3.9% 3.6% 3.7% 3.4% 3.7%

Transfer 38.8% 37.5% 34.2% 34.6% 33.2% 34.5%

w Deg 24.4% 23.6% 22.2% 22.4% 22.6% 23.5%

w/o Deg 14.4% 13.9% 12.0% 12.2% 10.6% 11.0%

Other 5.1% 7.0% 7.5% 8.4% 8.4% 8.0%

Undecided/Unk 30.1% 27.9% 27.6% 25.2% 27.2% 25.7%
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COLLEGE Ed Goal Fall 90 Spring 91 Fall 91' Spring 92
P3

Fall 92 Spring 93

Southwest
Career, no. Deg 19.4% 26.2% 30.6% 33.3% 32.6% 34.3%

Degree Only 6.9% 7.6% 9.3% 9.5% 9.6% 10.1%

Voc Ed 3.5% 3.5% 4.3% 3.8% 3.9% 4.1%

General 3.4% 4.1% 5.0% 5.7% 5.7% 6.0%

Transfer 14.3% 16.8% 18.3% 21.6% 20.4% 20.6%

w Deg 11.4% 13.7% 15.1% 17.5% 16.7% 16.8%

w/o Deg 2.9% 3.1% 3.2% 4.1% 3.7% 3.8%

Other 4.0% 7.7% 7.0% 7.0% 6.1% 6.8%

Undecided/Link 55.4% 41.7% 34.8% 28.6% 31.3% 28.2%

Trade-Tech
Career, no Deg 40.3% 42.0% 44.8% 46.3% 48.4% 50.3%

Degree Only 19.5% 16.8% 14.3% 14.0% 13.0% 12.9%

Voc Ed 13.9% 11:6% 92% 8.8% 7.9% 7.7%

General 5.6% 5.2% 5.1% 5.2% 5.1% 5.2%

Transfer 11.0% 10.9% 11.4% 12.0% 12.9% 13.4%

w Deg 9.3% 9.2% 9.8% 10.1% 11.0% 11.3%

w/o Deg 1.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.9% 1.9% 2.1%

Other 3.5% 5.5% 6.6% 7.4% 6.6% 6.3%

Undecided/Unk 25.7% 24.8% 22.9% 20.3% 19.1% 17.1%

Valley
Career, no Deg 20.2% 24.5% 27.0% 29.4% 30.1% 31.2%

Degree Only 7.8% 7.5% 7.0% 6.9% 6.8% 7.2%

Voc Ed 4.2% 3.9% 3.3% 3.2% 2.9% 2.9%

General 3.6% 3.6% 3.7% 3.7% 3.9% 4.3%

Transfer 29.8% 29.2% 28.2% 27.4% 27.0% 28.0%

w Deg 18.4% 18.3% 18.2% 18.0% 18.1% 19.1%

w/o Deg 11.4% 10.9% 10.0% 9.4% 8.9% 8.9%

Other 6.6% 10.1% 10.9% 12.9% 11.9% 11.2%

Undecided/Unk 35.6% 28.7% 26.9% 23.4% 24.2% 22.4%
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COLLEGE Ed Goal Fall 90 Spring 91 Fall 91 Spring 92 Fall 92
P4
Spring 93

West
Career, no Deg 25.7% 28.0% 32.0% 32.6% 32.3% 33.3%

Degree Only 11.2% 10.7% 8.4% 8.4% 7.7% 7.7%
Voc Ed 6.1% 5.5% 4.0% 3.8% 3.5% 3.1%
General 5.1% 5.2% 4.4% 4.6% 4.2% 4.6%

Transfer 30.1% 30.7% 27.5% 29.1% 27.9% 29.1%
w Deg 20.7% 21.1% 19.5% 20.6% 19.7% 20.5%
w/o Deg 9.4% 9.6% 8.0% 8.5% 8.2% 8.6%

Other 7.0% 7.1% 8.0% 9.2% 8.4% 7.9%

Undecided/Unk 26.0% 23.5% 24.1% 20.7% 23.7% 22.0%

Source: Matriculation Evaluation Data System (MEDS) data base.
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